
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 126 226 UD 016 208

AUTHOR Miller, A. R.
TITLE The Black Migrant: Changing Origins, Changing

Characteristics.
INSTITUTION Atlanta Univ., Ga.
SPOPS AGENCY Nanpaver Administration (DCL), Washington, .C.

PUB DATE Oct 74
CONTRACT DLNA-21-42-73-41
NOTE 39p.; Paper presented at the W.E.B. DuBois Institute

for the Study of the American Black (Atlanta,
Georgia, October 1974); Some of the tabular material
will not reproduce legibly

AVAILABLE FROM Atlanta University, 223 Chestnut Street, Atlanta,
Georgia 30313 ($1.50)

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS Age; Black Community; *Change Agents; Change

Strategies; Educational Background; *Individual
Characteristics; *Metropolitan Areas; migrants;
*Migration; *Migration Patterns; Negro Culture;
*Negroes; Negro Population Trends; Occupational
Information; Social Status; Urban Immigration

ABSTRACT
The character of black migration, as well as the

significance that migration will play in the future of the black
population is examined in this paper, Section I of the paper presents
an introduction. Section II addresses recent migration to ,

metropolitan areas, focusing on the origins of recent migrants,
characteristics of recent migrants (age, education, activity, status,
and occupation), and a summary. This section of the paper notes that
black migrants to metropolitan areas now come predominantly from
other metropolitan areas and that the major stream of black migration
is now from one metropolitan area to another. It is also noted that
the description of the average black migrant to the city as an
ill-trained person of rural background and low socioeconomic status
to whom the social problems of the large metropolitan areas can be
largely attributed will not hold. He or she is in fact well educated
by current standards 'and, judging from the occupational position of
those employed, relatively successful at utilizing this education.
Section III discusses interstate migration and multiple movers. It
seems clear from the evidence of the 1970 census, that the black
population of the United States is now in a third stage--when the
rural to urban shift has proceeded to the point where in fact it is a
relatively small part of total migration and when perhaps the
differences in educational opportunities between city and country
have diminished. (AuthorjAN)

Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every
effort to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the
quality of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS).
EDRS is not responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from

the original.



US OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EOUCATIONILWELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS KEEN REPRO-
DUCE° EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN.
ATINGIT POINTS Or VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED 00 NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POI ICY

Tho Black Migrant: Changing Origins, Changing Characteristics

A.R. Miller

Paper to he presented to W.E.D. Da Bois Conference on the American Black,
Atlanta Univorsity, Atlanta, Georgia. October 1974

The research reported in this paper was financed in part under a grant from
the Manpower Administration, U.S. Department of Labor (contract number
21-42-73-41).



I. Introduction

II. Recent migration to metropolitan areas

1. Origins of recent migrants

2. Characteristics of recent migrants

a. Age

b. Education

c. Activity status and occupation

1

5

5

9

11

14

3. Summary 18

III. Interstate migration and "multiple movers" 20

IV. Conclusions and implications 22

4-0



I. Introduction

The Census of Population taken in 1900, shortly after DuBois published his

landmark study, shows three metrol.-litan areas wlth over 100,000 black residents,

one in the north, Philadelp:lia, and two in the border area cf the South, the

District of Columbia and Baltimore. Seventy years later, at the most recent census,

34 metropolitan areas had 100,000 or more black inhabitants, and of these, two had

well over 1,000,000. In the interim, a pcpulation that was nearly 80 percent rural

at the initial date ha become over 80 percent urban by the closing date (Appendix

Table I ). This may vc y well be the most rapid and extensive shift experienced

by any large populati group in modern history. And it was achieved largely by

migration, that is, by the movement of individuals,, primarily young adults, away

from their places of birth and childhood associations to a social and economic

environment tha could not be in greater contrast totheir early lives.

The movement frcm rural to urban areas is, of course, a world wide phenomenon

and has been an important characteristic of populations in Western Europe and North

America for at least a century and a half. What I believe is unique up to the

present in the experince of the black population in the United States is the

rapidity of this shift and the fact that'so large a proportion of the movement

took place over long distances.

Demographers, dependent as we usually are on aggregate statistics, can only

be enviouc of DuBois' opportunity to investigate in detail the sources and conse-

quences of migration to the city of. Philadelphia. In his study he notes that much

of the migration is "indirect; Negroes come from cuunlry districts to small tows;

then go to large,. tom's; eventually they drift lo Norfolk, Va., or to Richmond.
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Next they come to Washington, and finally settle in Baltimore or Philadelphia.a

The raw data that we have available to study the general movement out of the rural

South, and the estimates derived from these data, do not make it possible for us

to know how much of the .7.!gration taking place in the past was of the type described

by DuBois, with Southern urban areas providing "way stations" to migrants from rural

areas who then moved on to the North in wha. is known as "step migration." Indeed,

we do not even know the total volume of migration since, up until very recent Limes,

we are dependent on estimates of "net" migration, that is, on figures that show

only an estimated balance between those who left a state and those who came Lo it

over the ten year period between censuses. But DuBois' analysis of Lhe situation

with regard to the "indirect" nature of migration to Philadelphia is in accord

with our knowledge of the behavior of migrants in general, and finds st.pport in

some of the evidence we have for the more recent period when somewhat more direct

measures are available.

Although the estimates of net intercensal migration cannot tell us whether

what DuBois found in' hiladelphid in the late nineteenth century continued to be

true through the period of Lhe mass migrations in the 20th century, these estimates,

prepared and analyzed by Drs. Everett Lec. and Dope Eldridge,2 do provide an in-

valuable soure2 of informdtion from which many inferences on the nature of migration

in the first half of this century can be drawn. If the predominantly rural vs.

urban origins of migrants from the South to the North in the early decades of this

century remain unclear, the evidence of the urban characte.: of their destinations

presented'by the Lee-Eldridge series is unambiguous. All of the non-Southern states

that have been the recipients of significant ntnabers of black migrants have, had

black populations that wcre pre6lominantly urban at every cenr..s in this century

and in most caces the proportions have been om:nhelmingly urban. What the Lee-

:
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Eldridge data also show, licwever, and what hz.s perhaps been less widely recognized,

is the extent of the apparently permanent rural-urban shift of black population

within the South itself throughout this period. Because of the rapid industri-

alization of the South in tFpost World War II period, is has often been assumed

that the eatlicr urbanization of the black pcpulatien occurred almost entirely

in connection with the movement out of the Soutn, and that it is only in the

recent period that Souther: urban areas have becom2 an important destination for

rural out-migrants. But the Lee-Eldridge data shcw that most urban blacks lived

in the South throughout the first half of this century, and that substantial

increases in the South's urban black population occurred over each intercensal

period. It is not until 1960 that the majority of urban blacks were enumerated

S

as living outside the South, and the 1960-1970 period is the first in which less

than a third of the total urban increase was accounted for by the South.

part of the growth in the urban black population in the South undoubtedly
-.-

arise; from natural increase - that is, the excess of births over deaths to the

black population resident in urban areas - and a part arises from the reclassifi-

cation of previously rural areas as density of settlement qualified them as urban.

But is seems clear that in most Southern states the bulk of the growth has been

accomplished by the in-migration of black population from rural areas either in

their home or a neighboring state.

That there has been net out-migration of the black population from the South

as a whole, and fr,-1 aL.ost ev,:ry -staLe in the region, over each intercensal period

since 1903, is incontrovertible. But since 1910, this out -niigr *ion has been a

"net" of a decline in rural black population so substantial as to conceal a very

considerable grw.1 in Lhc number of urban blaclai in the region- The magnitude

the numbers involved sug:,:est that. some proporticn of the movement from the rural
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South was probably directly to tha urban North. But we do not, in fact, have

any direct evidence of the extent to which urban vees of the South provided the

first experience of urban living to the rural black population in the early

decades.

We have so far been discussing urban areas as a whole. But life in a small

urban center is certainly very differerkt from that in the large urban agglomeration.

In the remainder of this paper we will concentrate our attention primarily on those

large urban agglomerations, known to the Census Bureau, and the Federal government

in general, as-Standatd-nat;:opolitanStatii-tical Ateas, or SMSAs. These metro=

politan areas, numbering 243 specific agglomerations it 1970, included three-fourths

of the black population of the United States at that date, and most of this metro-

politan black population - over 70 percent - lived in the 34 areas alluded to

before, that is, those whose black inhabitants numbered 100,000 or more in 1970

(Appendix Tables II and III).

In looking at the growth of the black populations in these metropolitan areas,

we have used.a series that holds area boundaries constant in terms of their 1960

definitions for all census dates prier to 1960. This means that in the earlier

periods a substantial proportion of these population, were living in areas that

would have been classified as rural. So the growth of these areas cannot be

directly compared with the growth of the urban population. But it is clear that

the trends and direction of growth are similar for both series. For these areas,

however, the domiLance of the South in the total is soAtewhat reduced. The southern

states have always been characterized by more small urban places that do not

qualify for metropolitan status than has the rest of the country. Even within the

metropolitan population, there are more small SSA in the South - the 16 southern

7
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SMSAs with 100,00) or more black inhabitants in 1970 include only 60 percent of

all metropolitan blaclIs in the region, whereas the 16 SMSAs in the two northern

regions include over 30 percent of all northern nettopolitan blacks. The in-

creasing concen:rarion of black population in these lc.rgest aggiomelations is,

however, characteristic of all four regions through 1950. Since 1950, the pro-

portion of regional black population in the six Northeastern, ten North Central,

and two Western areas falling into this group has 3evelled off, but in the 16

Southern areas and for the country as a whole the trend towards increasing concen-

tration in these largest areas has continued.

DuBois' study was undertaken at a time when the vast redistribution of the

black population of this country had barely begun, in a city that was probably

the first of the great northern metropolises to receive substantial numbers of

black wdigrant,S from the Sbitth. iie fouh, as he say, thaf, as a whole, it is true/

that the average of culture and wealth and social efficiency is far lo,:cr among

immigrants than natives, and that this gives rise to the gravest of the Negro

problems." Probably his findings for Philadelphid were also applicable to the

situation in other large metropolitan areas as the movement to these areas accel-

erated in subsequent decades.

II. Recent migration to metropolitan areas

The idea that the black migrant is an ill-trained peasant whose presence has

a disrupting influence on the community has continued to dominate public discussions

of this subject. it secms appropriate here to e;.....mine hether the great changes

that we have just briefly outlined have, in fact, left the status and the role of

the black migrant unaffected. Let us, therefore, turn our attention to the present

and to what the recent Censuses can tell us about t.::e nature of black migration and

and the characteristics of black migrants.
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1. Origins of recent migrants

The first thing we may note is that, whatever the situation in the past, the'

dominant stream with regard to type of residence for black migrants now is from

one metropolitan area to another. Of the 1.6 million black persons who reported

a place of residence in 1965 different from that in which they were living in

1970, 42 percent Ind moved between two metropolitan areas, 16 percent had moved

between two nonmetropolitan areas, 14 percent had left a metropolitan area and

moved to a nonmetropalitan one, and 28 percent had come to a metropolitan area

from a previous nonmetropolitan residence. On the average then, about 60 percent

of the migrants to metropolitan areas over the 1965-1970 interval had lived in a

metropolitan arca in 1965. For the six largest SNSAs, which in combination in-
,.

cluded over 25 percent of all black residents of the country in 1970, two-thirds

of all in-mibrants came from another metropolitan area.

Persons reporting place, of residence in the United States
in 1965 different from that in 1970,

Black population 5 years of age and over
(in thousands)

Type of residence
in 1965 Type of residence in 1970

Total Metropolitan Nonmetropolitan'

Total 1,640 1,147 493
Metropolitan 929 695 234
Nonmetropolitan 711 452 259

Source: same_as Table 1.

Unfortunately, we do not have comparable data for all metropolitan areas in

1960,1 but ye do have the proportions for certain specific areas, and in particular,

32 of the 34 that 1..,A oJer 100,000 black inhabitants in 1970 and which among them,

ac noted pretioutify, contained about 70 percent Of the metropolitan black population

at that date. For these 32, the sharp contrast between the two censuses is striking:
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with almost no exception, the proportion of in-migrants from'other metropolitan

areas is substantially higher in 1970 than in 1960; nineteen of the 32 received

over 50 percent of in-mi),*ants from non-metropolitan areas in 1960, while by

1970, this was true of only four. The change is particularly noteworthy among the

14 SMSAs in the South - in 1960, in-migrants J.o all of them were predominantly

normetropolitan in origin; by 1970, ten were receiving at least a slight majority

of in-migrants from other metropolitan areas. As a result, the average large

southern area differed somewhat less from those in the rest of the country at the

later date.

Average percent of in-fdigrants resident in another metropolitan area
5 years prior to census
(unweighted averages)

Residence at Census date
1960

(Total, except white)
197 a

(Black)

All metropolitan areas N.A. 60.6(a)
32 metropolitan areas 45.7 58.1
6 Northeastern areas 53.8 64.4

10 North Central areas 50.7 61.0
14 Southern areas 35.3 50.6
2 Western areas 70.0, 77.4

SOUrce: Appendix Table 1V
air Weighted average

An obVious corollary of the metropolitan origin of in-migrants to metropolitan

areas is that ouzMigrants from these areas must have predominantly metropolitan

destinations, and this is, in fact, true. Three- fourths of those who left metropo-

litan areas wont to other metropolitan areas. What is different, however, with

respect to out-migrants is that for this \eries there is considerably less variation

between 1960. and 1970, aL least insofar as we can determine trends from the 32 arear,

for which comparison can be made. Even more interesting is the observation that

here the Southern Si.ISAs do nat, for either decade, differ as substantially from



8

those in the rest of the country as they do for tLe in-migrant series.

Average percent of out-migrants resident in metropolitan area at Census date
(unweigiliedaverages) -

Residence 5 years priorto Census
1960

(Total, except white)
----

1970
(Black)

All metropolitan areas ----,N,A. 74.8(a)
32 metropolitan areas 67.0- ----- 73.7
6 Northeastern'areas- 69.1

10 North Central areas 69.4 76.2
14 Southern areas 63.0 70.0
2 Western areas. 76.6 84.0

Source: Appendix Table-IV
(a) Weighted average

Two recent dates are perhaps not very strong evidence on which to base

generalizations, and particularly since we do not at present know the specific

destination of out-migrants; these data, however, do suggest that Southern

metropolitan areas, as they have grown, have provided increasing proportions of

the in-migrants to urban areas outside the South. Over the last decade, the

cumulative effect of generations of urban-ward movLment and the consequent_

erosion of the rural based population, had reached the point where, despite con-

tinuing high rates of migration out of the rural south, the place of origin for

the majority of black migrants was a metropolitan area.

The point just noted, that rates of out-migration from rural areas continue
P

to be high, deserves further emphasis. Very rough approximations of rates of out-

migration, computed by taking.peroons who reported they had left a given type of

area.as a proportion of all those reporting they had lived in that type of area in

1965, show a very sharp inverse correlation between size of area and out-migration

from it. The contrast between the six largest 7,,etrepolitan areas (Dose with over

3,000,000 total population) and non-metropolitan areas of less than 20,000 popula-

1 1.



tion, is particularly striking - less than 5 percent of those reporting a 1965

residence in the largest areas were living in a different place by 1970; whereas

for the smallest areas, the'proportion was over 13 percent (Table 1).

So the dramatic change'in the place of origin of migrants to metropolitan

f

areas is not the result of a higher*mobility among metropolitan residents - they,

are still, as Ravenstein pointed out 75 years ago in an article .contemporaneous

with DuBois' study,,less mobile than their rural brethren. 4 The change,,

arises from the simple arithmetic of the situation. The black population is now

so overwhelmingly Urban, metropolitan in residence, the remaining rural, non-

metropolitan pool is so small, that we can anticipate only further increases in

the dominance of the intermetropolitan stream among the black migrants.

2. Characteristics of recent Aigrapts

What is the significance of this, in terms of the character of migration and

the role that migration will play in the future of the black population? At least

a part of the answer lies in the characteristic differences between migrants and

no onmigrants and, in particular, in the varying attributes of 'migrants in each of

the streams within the metropolitan-nonmetropolitan matrix.

a. Age: That migrants are highly selected by age is so well established as hardly

to need mention. In 1970, over 22 percent: of blacks ages 20-24 reported that they

had changed their place of residence since 1965, as compared to less than 4 per-
tc

cent of those aged 55 or more (Table 1). Those aged, 20-24 are the peak 4e group

for each of the four streams - but migrants from nonmetropolitan to metropolitan

areas. are more highly concentrated in. this age group than are other types of migrants

and consequently this is the age at which the net opt of non-metropolitan areas

is greatest. Even here, however, in the aggregate, over half of the grants to

metropolitan-areas come from othet metropolitan areas.
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Table 1. Bllok population reporting area of rt.,...idence in 1965 by type of residence .at that

date, by migration status and age in 1970

Residence in 1965 and
age in 1970

Number
(in 1000s)

Percent in different place in 1970

Percent of
migrants in
metropolitan
area in 1970Total

In metropoli-
tan area

In nonmetro-
politan area

Total, 5 years & okr 18,265 9.0 6.3 2.7 69.9

All metropolitan areas: 13,165 7.1 5.3 1.8 74.8

3,000,000 or more 4,533 4.8 3.6 1.2 74.5

1,000,000-3,000,000 3,959 , 6.3 4.5 1.7 72.4

500,000-1,000,000 1,911 8.6 6.6 2.0 76.9

250,000- 500,000 1,528 9.9 7.5 .Q. 2.4 76.1

50,000-250,000 1,234 12.1 9.1 2.9 75.6

All nonMetropolitan areas 5,099 13.9 8.9 5.1 63.6

20,000-50,000 689 16.7 10.4 6.3 62.1

Less than 20,000 4,410 13.5 8.6 4.9 63.9

5-9 years, total 2,454 8.8 6.2 2.6 70.6

Metropolitan area 1,754 6.9 5.4 1.5 77.9

Nonmetropolitan area 700 13.5 8.3 5.2 61.2.

10-14 years, total 2,581 6.7 4.5 2.2 67.8

Metropolitan area 11826 5,2 3.9 3-2 76-0

Nonmetropc,itan area 755 10.3 5.9 4.4 57.7

35-19 years, total 2,222 10.0 6.6 3.3 66.5

Metropolitan area 1,530 7.8 5.3 2.4 68.9

Nonmetropolitan arca 693 14.8 9.5 5.4 63.8

20-24 years, total 1,524 22.4 16.5 5.9 73.7

Metropolitan area 1,079 16.9 12.6 4.3 74.4

Nonmetropolitan area 445 35.6 26.0 9.6 73.0

.

25-29 years, total 1,214 17.3 13.1 4.3 75.5

Metropolitan area 921 13.9- _ 11.0 ' 2.9 79.3

Nonmetropolitan area. 293 28.3 19.6 8.6 69.5

30-34 years, total 1,106 11.3 8.3 3.0 73.2

Metropolitan area 859 '- 9.3 7.3 .2.0 78.9

Nonmetropolitan area 247 18.4 11.3 6.7 63.

35-44 years,.total 2,191 7.2 4.9 2.2 68.9

Metropolitan area 1,690 5.7 4.3 1.4 75.2

Nonmetropolitan area 501 11.9 7.0 4.9 58.8



11

Table (continued)

Residence in 1965 and

age in 1970

Number
(in 10008)

Percent in different place in 1970

Percent of

migrants in
metropolitan
area in 1970Total

In metropoli-
tan area

In nonmetro-
politan area

45-54 years, total 1,960 4.4 2.8 1.6 64.4

Metropolitan area 1,464 3.4 2.4 0.9 . 72.3

Nonmetropolitan area 496 7.5 4.1 3.5 54.1

55-64 years, total 1,525 3.5 2.1 1.4 60.0

Metropolitan area 1,075 2.7 1.8 0.9 66.6

Nonmetropolitan area 450 5.2 2.7 2.5 51.8

65 years and over 1,488 3.9 2.2 1.6 57.7

Metropolitan area 968 3.0 1.9 1.1 64.0

Nonmetropolitan area 519 5.5 2.8 2.7 51.2

Notes: Excludes persons abroad or not reporting place of residence in 1965.

Individual figures may not add to totals because of rounding.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Populatien: 1970, Subject Reports, Final

Report PC (2)-2C, Mobility for Metropolitan Areas. Tables 8-14.
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A particularly interesting aspect of the metropolitan-nonmeiropolitan origin

of migrants to metropolitan areas, however, is the difference between those aged

20-24 and those aged 25-29, the two age groups in which rates of migration are

highest. In 1970, 54 percent of the in-migrants to metropolitan areas who were

20-24 years of age at that date came from other metropolitan areas; for those 25-

29, the proportion was 64 percent. Again, the comparative data available for the

32 areas indicate that the same pattern prevailed, at lower levels, in 1960 .::id

that the differences between the Southern and non-Southern SMSAs are diminishing.

Percent of in-migrants aged 20-24 and 25-29
resident in metropolitan area 5 years prior to Census

(unweighted averages)

Residence at Census date

Age
1960

at Census date

White)
25-29

1970

25-29

(Total, except
20-24

(Black)
20-24

All metropolitan areas N.A. N.A. 54.0(a) 63.8(a)
32 metropolitan areas 37.9 48.9 50.7 62.3
6 Northeastern areas 43.7 55.0 56.5 70.0

10 North Central areas 41.1 54.7 51.8 64.1
14 Southern areas 29.8 38.8 44.7 55.1
2 Western areas 61.6 71.7 69.8 80.3

Source: Appendix Table 1V
(a) Weighted averages

Certain factors - for example, migration associated with military service or

schooling - probably explain a part of this consistent difference between those

aged 20-24 and those aged 25-29, but they do not account for the major portion.

Rather, one may hypothesize that these'differences reflect the continuing role of

"step-migration," described by DuBois 75 years ago: the older group includes many

persons who are migrating for at least the second time and this second migration is

more likely to be from one metropolitan area to another. Later on in this paper we,

will look at other indirect evidence of this phenomenon of "remigration". We might

note here, however, th.t this suggestion that persons who move once are likely to



able 2. Age of black populatit.n L., 14LLropolitan-noumettopplitan residence in 1970, migration

status, and type of residence in 1965

Living_in metropolitan area in 1970 Living in nonmetropolitan area in 1970
Migrants, 1965-70 Migrants, 1965-70

Age in From other From non- From metro- From other
1970 Nonmi- metropoli- metropoli- Nonmi- politan nonmetropo-

rants Total tan area tan area rants Total area litan area

:Total, 5 years

f age and
ver (in 1000s) 12,236 1,147 695 452 4,389 493 234 259
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

5-14 27.5 23.5 24.0 22.7 29.2 24.2 21.2 26.9
15-24 18.9 34.7 31.3 40.1 20;0 33.2 35.7 30.9
25-34 12.8 21.9 23.6 19.1 9.4 17.3 18.5 16.2
35 and over 40.8 19.9 21.1 18.2 41.4 25.4 24.7 25.9

Notes: see Table 1.

urce: see Table 1.

-uhia 1 Percent of bla0k popJlat.ion completing high school ex higher educaticnal levels] by
metropolitan-nonmetropolitan residence in 1970, migration status, and type of resi-
dence in 1965, by age in 1970

LivingLin metropolitan area in 1970 Living in nonmetropolitan area in 1970
Migranu2 1965-70 Migrants, 1965-70

Age in From other From non- From metro- From other

1970 Nonmi- metropoli- metropoli- Nonmi- politan nonmetropo-
grantg Total ran area tan area grants Total - area litan area

5 years of age
nd over 34,3 ,52L3 57.1 43: 4 16_- 8 13, ? 19 . 7.

27,1

25-34 54.3 66.2 70.1 59.0 34.2 49.0 54.5 43.3

35-44 41.5 49.4 54.6 38.5 22.2 33.5 41.1 26.1

45-64 25.3 29.2 34.2 20.8 11.9 17.8 23.1 13.5

65 and over 12.5 17.0 20.3 12.7 5.9 )10.1 12.7 8.1

.otes: see Table 1.

.ource: see Table 1.

16
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move a second time is in accordance with knowledge about the behavior of migrants

in general. If the Lies to a home community are broken once, they are apparently

more easy to break a second time.

As mentioned, the concentration of migrants in the young adult ages is virtu-

ally universal. Although there are differences in aga distribution among the four

migration streams we are looking at_, in all four the concentration in ages 15-34

is Substantially greeter than for the nonmigrant populations (Table 2).

b. Educatitn: A second, although somewhat less firmly established generalization

about migrants is that those who leave an area will generally have higher levels

of educational attainn.ent than those who remain, that is, to use the demographer's

terminology, that migrants are positively selected for education. Educational

levels in rural, nonmetropolitan areas, however, are generally lower than those in

urban metropolitan places. Consequently, in the mass rural to urban movements that

occur, migrants, ever thougn on tne average they may be better educated

than those they leave behind, are likely to be educationally disadvantaged in their

urban destination. This has apparently been the situation in the past for blacks

in the United States. DuBois noted the educational lacks of the migrants to Phila-

delphia in m.ny places in his study and a number of more recent investigations

support this finding.5

Unfortunately, roc our present purposes, Census data on the educational attain-

ment of migrants deal only with persons aged 25 years and over,,an age limitation

that: eliminates the group where, as we have seen, rates of migration are highest.

But the pattern of differences is so striking and consistent for these older

age groups that the possibility of. its being reversed for younger age groups seems

very unlikely.

Using the proportions of population that have complef..ed high school (or higher
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levels of education) as our measure, we find that the now dominant migrant stream,

persons moving from one metropolitan ar a to another, have for every age group far

higher educational attainment than nonmigrants or than any of the other migrant

streams (Table 3), For example, among persons aged 25-34, 70 percent of the inter-
.

metropolitan stream have completed high school, as compared with only 54 percent

among nonmigrants living in SMSAs and 52 percent for the total black population

in this age group in 1970. Since, for this age group, those moving from non-

metropolitan to metropolitan areas also have higher than average proportions in

the upper educational category - 59 percent - it seems certain that on balance

the metropolitan black population as a whole gained persons of higher educational

status through the process of migration in the 1965-1970 period.

Uhether this is true for a specific metropolitan area, of course; depends on

the bhlance between the Inlalgrahts it gains aho the out-migrants it loses. For

DuBois' Philadelphia, or at least its moe.ern version, the Philadelphia SI!SA, the

pattern of differenCes betLeen migrants and nonmitrants and among in-migrants and

out-migrants with the possible origins and destiw.tions, is similar to that we

have just descriled. bath those who came and those who left included substantially

higher proportions of high school gradohtes than those in the area at both dates

(Table 6). Unfortunately, the data available for specific metropolitan areas do

not permit us to control for age - that is, to look at those aged 25-34, as we

have for all metropolitan areas In combination. Since the young black population

has much higher educationa3 levels, and the migrants, as we have seen, are concen-

trated in the younger ages, we cannot be sure how much of the difference between

migrants and nommigrants is owing to the "age-effect." In sum,., the educational

attainment of toe who left Fitiladelkilia was hiy,her than of those who came to the

area. But since more came than left, C.ere was in fact no net effect on the, total

16
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educational level of Philadelphia's black population, orat least those 25 years

of age and over, from those interchanges.

For Atlanta, the other ihetropolitan area of special interest to this audience,

the situation is essentially the same except that, based on the measure of high

school completion, those who came to Atlanta included slightly higher proportions

than those who left (Table 6). We might note, however, that based on a measure
'21(

of those who had completed four or more years of college, those who left Atlanta

and went to another metropolitan area had the highest educational level - 22 per-

cent of this group had completed college, presumably largely representing the ex-

ported products of our host institutions. Regardless, however, of whether the

net effect in a srecific area is negative, positive, or neutral, and regardless

of the "age-effect," the point remains that the relative educational status of

tbe majority of black rdsrants &metropolitan areas *MIS sobsiantiany differ-

ent from what it was in DuBois' day and from what has been the general impression

throughout the period since that time. Persons with educational handicaps do still

come to metropolitan areas; but on the average migrants arc considerably less

handicapped than the non migrantb already there, and the tendency is for those with

low educational attainment to become an increasingly small proportion of the in-

migrant population.

Some indication of how rapidly this situation has changed may be gained by

looking at the comparative data for Philadelphia and Atlanta ten years earlier.

For the black population 25 years of age and over in 1960, the pattern of differ-

entials between nonmigrants and in- and put-migrants and among those with metro-
,

mlitan and-nonmetropelitan origins and destinations coming to and leaving each

area in the previous five years, is the same as we find for 1970. But the Jevels
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are dramatically different. For Philadelphia, the proportion of in-migrants who

had completed high school or higher levels of education rose from 36 percent in

the 1955-60 period to 52.5 percent in 1965-70; for Atlanta, the proportion more

than doubled - from 25 percent at the earlier date to 53 percent at the more

recent period (Table 6).

c. Activity status and occupation: The effect of this relatively high educational

status among migrants should of course be reflected in their ecorimic status.

This brings us to the last of the characteristics of black migrants that we are

going to look at in this paper, the activity status of males in 1970 and the

occupation of those who were employed at that date.

It is important to note that in looking at the occupational distribution of the

employed we are dealing with only a portion of the total migrants. Even among males

in what the Census Bureau defines as the labor force ages, those 16 years of age

and cider,. barely half of the migrants, 52 percent, were molking at Ccivilian job

in 1970. Another four percent were looking for work and 36 percent were in the

armed forces. The remaining 28 peicent were not in the labor force, and unfortu-

nately we know almost nothing about what Ihey were doing, or about chair general

economic status. Clearly, some were still in school and may have migrated in con-

nection with their schooling; others may have retired and changed their place of

residence in connection with retirement; a vac ety of possibilities can be hypothe-

sized. There is a very considerable difference among the several migration streams,

and o4 course among the several age group: in the proportions in these various

activity status categories - and some of these differences are quite revealing.

For example, what we can term "wrong-way" movement in the context of the strong

trend towaris urbanization, that is, migration from metropolitan to nonmetroPolitan

areas, turns out to be by Car the tre-Ast_ "joll-orieated" migration of the types we

20
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are studying here: 22 percent of the adult males making this type of move were

in the army in 1970, and another 44 percent were out of the labor force entirely;

only 34 percent were working or looking for work_in the civilian job market (Table

4). The complementary stream, those moving from nonmetropolitan to metropolitan

c
areas, is almost directly opposite - 13 percent were in the army, 21 percent were

out of the labor farce, and. -66 percent were working or looking for work. I might

note that this difference between "rural-to-urban" and "urban-to-rural" migrants

also occurs for the white population of the United States dcfcan be observed in

other countries as well. In the aggregate, it seems to be generally true that urban

areas import economically active persons from rural commun Lies and export to those

communities persons less likely to be engaged in such activity. This, of course,

is true only in terms of relative proportions. As we shall see when we look aL

the occupation data, those wile make this "reverse" migratioi and are employed, are

likely to have higher than average occupationa]. status.

These differences between migrants Lo metropolirN and nonmetropolitan areas

in the proportions neither working nor lookincfor work are in part_a reflection of

the differences in age distribution that we have already looked aL. Migrants to

nonmetropolitan areas include a higher proportion of older persons than do those

going to metropolitan areas. But even when we look at the data for specific age

groups, the 4ifference. remains: among those aged 16-24, 46 percent of those who

left a metropolitan residence and went to a non-metropolitan area were out of the

'labor force in 1970, but only 23 percent of those making the opposite journey were

inactive. My guess is that a substantial part of these "nonactive" young migrants

were moving in connection with further schooling. People go to metropolitan areas

also, of course, to attend a college or university. But it is perhaps easier for

those attending college in a large metropolitan center to find at least part time
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work, and, therefore to be counted as part of the labor force, than it is for those

at colleges in small towns and rural areas.

At any rate, as a result of the substantial proportion of migrants who are

inactive in the labor market, the relative occupational level of employed males

does not really give us a comprehensive measure of the economic status of all.

migrants. Moreover, the occupation data available to us - that is, occupation in

1970 - cannot be interpieted as a measure of migrant selectivity in the way that

the previous characteristics, age and education, can be. We know the age cf mi-

grants before they made the move we are examining - they were all five years

younger than they were in 1970 and we can be pretty sure that the great majority

of persons 25 years -of age and over in 1970 who had completed high school must

have completed this level of education by 1965, that is, before they made the move.

But we have no knowledge at present of the activity status or occupation of either

migrants or nonmigranto in 1965. We cannot therefore say with any precision whether

the differences we observe are stable characteristics of the people involved, or

an inherent part of the move itself. Nevertheless, the differentials are useful

in giving some indicaUon of the relative economic status in 1970 of at least this

portion of the migrants.

The most commonly used single measure of relative, occupational status when one

has,, as here, only very broad major occupational groups available, is the percent

of the employed who are in the so-called white-collar occupations, that is, pro-

fessional, technical, managerial, sales, and clerical workers. By this measure,

our fiddings here reinforce those indicated by the education data: for both metro-.

politan and nonmetropolitan areas, the proportion of employed in-migrants in white

collar occupations is higher than that for nonmigrants in these areas, in general

and for each specific age group (Table 5). Within the white collar occupations,
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the differences are particukaly striking for professional and tLchnical workers,

where in each instance, the proportion is two or three times higher among migrants

than it is among nonmigrants.

As we would expect in, light of our earlier discussion of educational levels,

by far the highest proportion of white collar workers is found among employed

migrants who have moved from one metropolitan area to another: 36 percent of these

men were in white collar jobs, almost half in professional and technical occupations.

In fact, the generally close relationship between 41ifferentials in the two-series

is indicated by the following comparisons.

1965/1970
residence status

Persons aged 25-34 b Persons iiged 35 or over
% of employed males % of persons %.4 of employed % of persons
in white collar (both sexes) GPM- males in white (both sexes) corn
occupations pleting high school collar occupa- pleting high sch

Moved between metro-
politan areas

Mord from-a non-metro-
politan area to a
metropolitan area .

'Moved froM a metropolitan
area to a nonmetropolitan
area -

Moved between non - metro's

politan areas

Remained in the same
metropolitan area

Remained in the same
immotropoll.tan area

or higher educa-
tional levels

tions or higher educa-
tional levels

39.6 70.1 31.,2 42.8

27.5 j 59.0 18.9 26.9

25.5 54.5 18.5

17.9 43.3 11.0

23.8 5,4.3 19.1 28.0

9.5 34:2 8.6 12.8

Source: Tables 3 and 5.

In each of thL'four columns, migrants between metropolitan areas, "out-score",

to use a rather unsatisfactory term, all other categories by a substantial margin;

2,3
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in intermediate place are the metropolitan - nonmetropolitan and nonmetropolitan -

metropolitan interchanlles, as well as nonmigrants in metropolitan areas; there

a second saGtantial dr-en to the levels for - migrants- betweenbetween nonmetropolitan areas;

and finally, these indices are lowest, for those living in the same nonmetropolitan

area at both dates.

This same'pattern'of differences among-the residence categories occurs in the

proportions of-white collar workci among employed males aged 16-24, the group

.---for,which we have no measure ot. educational attainment. Presumabl r, therefore, we

be fairly safe in assumBnig that differencein educational level Tqt,these

young men are likely to paraIlei-those for the older ages.

;.:

Aggregate differences of the type we hive been discus'sing for the occupational

differentials are, of. course,T very interesting and important. But they frequently

conceal considerable variability among the individual itemsof which they represent

the average. In the present instance, that is, with regard to the occupational

differentials among nonmigrants, intermetropolitan migrants, and migrants froth

nonmetropolitan to metropolitan areas, however, this is not true. 176r each of

the 32 metropolitan areas. whose black populations exceeded 100,000 in 1970, the

proportion of white collar workers among employed black men was higher among those

who had moved to the area within the previous five years than among those who had

been living in the area in both 1965 and 1970, and higher among those who had come

from another metropolitan area than among those who had come from a nonmetropolitan

area: In a very few cases, the differences are minimal; but in most they are stlb-
,

stantial.

3. Summary

We started this section,of the. paper by noting that black migrants to metro-
,

politan areas now coa.c predominantly from other metropolitan areas and that..the major



Table 6. Selected LhatactLtistics of the black populations of the Atlanta and Philadelphia
metropolitan areas, by migration status and type of origin and dc.stination of

migrants, 1960 and 1970

Characteristics,-
area, and

census date

In-migrantsb
From other Frogs non-

metropoli- metropoli-
Total tan area tan area

Out-migrantsd

Nonmi-
grantsc Total

To other To non-
metropoli- metropoli-
tan area tan area

Percent completing
4 years of high
school-or more:
Atlanta, 1960
Atlanta, 1970

=Philadelphia, 1960
Philadelphia, 1970

Percent completing
4 years of college,
o* more:

Atlanta, 1960
Atlanta, 1970

Philadelphia, 1960
Philadelphia, 2970

25.4
52.8.

Education, persnns 25 ye

33.5 20.7
58.6 46.4

36.1 41.0 29,0
52.5 54.6 41,4

8.9 12.8. 6.7
16.0' 17.2 14.7

8.7 10.9 . 5.7

11.9 -12.7 '10.1

ars and over

18.P 31.4 37.6
30.7 4.8.6 57.0

22.6 39.4 43.0
32.7 56.7 61.0

3.1 9.8 11.8
5.3 17.5 21.9

2.6 - 8.2

3.3 12.Z

23.3
34.0

29.9
41.9

7.2
10.0

9.7 4.6

13.9 6.4

`Activity status, civilian males, 16 years of age and over

Percent in labor force:
Atlanta, 1960
Atlanta, 1970

66.5 50.7 74.5 .74.,1 58,8 71.8

77.8 72.5 82.4 74.6 57.8 71.6

Philadelphia, 1960 77.7 74.2 81.5

Philadelphia, 1970 76.1 - 73.9 80.8

employed males, 16

Percent white collar:
Atlanta, 1960
Atlanta, 1970

Philadelphia, 1960
Philadelphia, 1970

74.7- 61.8 68.4

12.3 67.7 72.3:

Occupataon, years of age and over

44.2
39.9

44.8
51.7

13.6 23.7 10.1 11.3 23.5 26.6 18.0

33.2 38.4 29.2 20.9 38.2 44.5 23.9

16.7
32.4

26.8 12.8
37.8 22.4

16.6 24.2 25.8 17.7

22.1 42.0 46.4 20.7

Notes: aData for 1960 include blacks and other races, except white.

persons living in area at census date, elsewhere 5 years earlier.bIn-migrants:
cNonmigrants: persons living in area at census date and 5 years earlier.

d
Out-migrants: in area 5.years before census, elsewhere_at census date.

Excludes porsons'abroad or not reportinplace of nesidcnce 5 years before census.

Sources: 1970: same as Table 1, Tables 15 and 16; 1960: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census

of Population: 1960, Subject Reports, Mobility for Metropolitan Areas, Final

Report I'C(2) -2C, Tables 4-6.
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stream of black migration is now' Troia one metropolitan area to another. And we

asked'the significance of this observation for the nature of black migration. We

can now, I believe, feel fairly safe in answering that question - the description

of the average black migrant to the city as an ill-trained person of rural back-

ground and low socio-economic status to whom the social probleem of oui large

metropolitan areas can be largely attributed will not hold. He or she is in fact

well educated by current standards and judging from the occupational position of

those employed, relatively successful at utilizing this education.

III. Interstate migration and "multiEle movers"

Earlier in this paper, questions were raised on the role played by "remigration",

specifically on whether signficant numbers of migrants moved first from rural to

metropolitan areas within the South, and then made subsequent moves from Southern to

non-Southern metropolitan areas or, in the most recent period, to other Southern

areas. Noting the sharp difletences between those 20-24 and those 25-29 in the

prcportions of migrants to metropolitan areas with a nometropolitan origin, we

hypothesized that this might be further evidence Lhat a considerable amount of "re-

migration" occurs, that is, that many of those who made an initial move from a

nonmetropol-Itan to a metropolitan area in the younger age group, made a subsequent

move to a second metropolitan area later on.

Wp have anothr, set of data from the censuses of population which again, unfor-

tunately, does not throw any light on the interregional dinicnsions of this hypothesis,

but does provide some indication of the extent of second moves. This is the series

that:compares a person's state of residence at three points in time, at birth, at a

date five years prior to th2 census, and at the census date. And what these data

show is that beyond the age of 25, most black migrants in the period 1965-70 were

moving.for at least the second time, that is, migrants who left their state of

26
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birth between 1965 and 1970_ constitute a minority of total migrants. The same

observation can be made for persons over 30 in the 1955-1960 period, but the

'differender -are less striking, so we can tentatively conclude that we have here

a trend towards the increasing importance of this type of n.igration (Table 7).

Some of these persons who are moving for at least the second time are returning

to their state of birth. Overall, most are not, that is, most of these liremigrants",

to use a rather awkward term, are moving to a third -torte. But rather interest-

ingly, the- "return" migrants, those living outside of their state of birth -five

years before the census, but back in it by the census date, are a higher proportion

of the total in the more recent period than they were in the 1955-1960 interval.

Whether this indicates the beginning of a trend for increasing proportions of the

black population to return to the South - a possibility that has recently received

some attention in the press - we cannot reallysey'from the data at hand. But it

is certainly suggestive of this.

Concentrating our attention on the two age groups we looked at earlier, those

aged 20-24 and 25-29 in 1970, we see that by this measure also, that is, movement

between states, rates of migration are highest at these ages, as they were when

we were examining movement between places. More pertinent to the point we are

interested in here, however, is the evidence that the nature of migration changes

sharply between thc3e two adjacent age groups. We have just noted that past the

age of 25, in 1970, most black migrants were changing their state of residence for

at least the second time; now we add. to that the fact that the change in relative

proportions in the two types of migration is particularly sharp specifically at the

age of 25, for both decades.

We have then this further indirect evidence that the step-migration DuBois'

,found 70 years ago probably still continuing. But eve also have from this second

2
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Table 7. Percent of native black population living in different state 5 years prior to
Census, by type of move and age at Census date, 1960 and 1970

,

Age at
census date Native

population
(in 1000s)a

Percent changing state of residence
in previous 5 years

Total

Leaving
state of
birth

Leaving a different state
Moving to Returnipg to

Total third state state of birth

1960, persons 5 years
of age and overo 16,080 6.3 3.8 2.5 1.6 0.9

5-14 4,521 5.0 3.6 1.4 0.7 0.8

15-19 1,535 7.0 5.2 1.9 1.1 0.7

20-24 1,187 16.7 11.9 -4.8. 3.3 1.5

25-29 1,141 12.9 6.8 _ 6.1 4.1 2.0

30-34 1,207 8.2 3.-8 4.4 3.0 1.4

35-44 2,283 5.1 -2.2 2.9 2.0 0.9

45 years and over 4,206 2,8- 1.2 1.6 1.1 0.5

1970, persons 5 years
of age and over 17,340 6.6 3.5 3.1 1.7 1.4

5-14 4,840 5.6 3.4 2.2 0.9 1.3

15-19 2,136 6.5 4.3 2.2 1.1 1.2

20-24 1,471 16.8 //.1 5.7 3..1 2.6

25-29 1,166 13.9 6.0 7.9 4.7 3.2

30-34 1,047 9.0 3.2 5.8 3.7 2.1

35-44 2,064 5.4 1
i
8 3.6. 2.3 1.3

45 years and over 4,615 2.6 0.9 1.7 1.0 0.7

a

Notes: Excludes persons not reporting slate of birth or state of prior residence and
persons born outside the United States or resident outside 5 years prior to

the Census.

Data for 1960 includes, in addition to the black population, persons of other
races, except white.

Individual figures may not add to totals because of rounding.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970, Subject Reports,
Final Report PC(2)-2D, Lifetime and Recent Migration, Table 1; , Census

of Population: 1960, Subject Reports, Lifetime and Recent Migration, Final

Report PC(2)-2D, Table
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migration series, as well as from the first, evidence that the characteristics of

the people who migrate have changed dramatically and, moreover, that within the

migrant group these characteristics vary systematically with the type of move.

Among interstate migrants, the proportions with higher educational attainment

and, for the employed, with white collar jobs, are consistently above the levels

for nonmigrants (Table 8). But, as we found before that the highest levels of all

occurred ac.ong those moving from one metropolitan area to another, so we find here

that the highLsL levels are found among those who are moving to at least their third

state of residence.

A particularly interesting aspect of these data are the differences among those

who moved Lo a third state in the 1965-70 interval and those who returned to their

home state. The higher his or her educational level, the more likely the migrant

is to move on to a'third crate and the less likely he or she is to return home

Conclusions and implications

We do not have at present the tabulations that would link the data froth thesc

two series. But I think we are quite safe in assuming that the evidence they present

can be treated together in a discussion of the significance of the present picture.

And 1 would like to present Lo you the hypothesis that the experience of the black

population in the United States has a wider application, that is, that it may be

giving us a preview, an indication of what is likely to be the experience in the

less developed countries of the world as great n4mbers of their rural populations

move out of an agricultural setting in the continuing process of urbanization.

The movement of the black population to the cities of this country differs, on the

surface, from the situation in the less developed world because it took place in a

developed country with a rapid rate of economic growth. But I helieve that this,

difference in setting is'essentially superficial - the situation of the black popula-



able 8. Selected characteristics of native black population by interstate migration status
and type of move, 1965-1970.

Age in 1970

In same

state, 1965
and 1970

In different state, 1965 and 1970
Leaving
state of

Total birth

Leaving a different state
Moving to Returning to

Total third state state of birth

Percent completing 4 years of highschool or more:
arsons 25 years
bf age and over 30.0 52.8 48.5 55.3 . 60.2 47.8
25 - 29 53.5 68.7 64.2 72.1 75.4 67,40 - 34 47.2 61.4 55.0 65.0 69.0 57.8
5 years and over 23.8 37.9 31.2 41.3 47.4 32.0

Percent employed persons in white collar occupations:
les, 16 years of

age and over 17.9 29.2 26.5 31.5 36.0 25.6
6 - 24 19.9 27.0 26.2 28.4 33.3 24.3
5 - 34 20.8 33.4 30.4 35.3 38.9 30.4
5 years and over 16.4 25.9 21.1. 28.4 33.6 19.8

males, 16 years
f age and over 52.1 56.9 45.734.6 54.-3 56.5

16 - 24 52.3 62.7 63.5 61.1 ' 67.1 . 55.3
5 - 34 41.5 57 4 57.8 57.1 62.5 49.4
years and over 26.6 36.9 33.2 38.9 43.7 31.5

ote: see note a, Table 7

rce: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970, Subject Reports, Final Report
PC(2)-2D, Lifetime aid Recent Migration, Tables 2 and 3.
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tion was such that it was cut off from this tide of economic development and

systematically excluded, to a very considerable extent, from sharing in its

economic. benefits. Basically then, its position was the same: black people left

the land either because of what appeared to be the superior opportunities of the

city or because circumstances forced them off -- both factors played an obvious

part. The very earliest migtants, those whom DuBois found among the long-Lime

residents of PhiJaJelphia, appr to be a very highly selected group who, probably

through extraoldinary efforts of their own, achieve a relatively high status in

their new commnley. As the pace of urban-ward movement accelerates, the sharp

differences between city and country-sidc in the educational and training facili-

ties available to the young, manifest thLmelves in the disadvantaged position of

the later migrants. At a third stage, when the rural to urban shift has proceeded

to the point where, in fact it is a relatively small part of. total migration and

when pe.Lhapo the dificredlcos in LduLaLional opportunities between city and courtly

have diminished, the selective role of migration, that is, the fact t:Fit migrants

are generally, for tsample, of higher educational status than those they leave

behind, emerges ?gain as a discinguishitg charaLtcriqiic in the place of destine-

tion, as it had always ben in the place of origin.

It seems clear from the evidence of the 1970 Census, that the black population

of the United States is now in this third :cage. The process of migration in the

aggrcgate is prl,b.bly much like that DuBoi., found 75 years ago, with high propbr-
.

tions of those who mive once, moving a second or third or even more times. But

the characteristics of migrants, their status relative to the populations they join,

is now vastly different - :.here he found, to return to the opening pages of this

paper, evidence that "L$e average of culture and wealth and social efficiency is

_far lower amoai_ inmtgrants than natives," we.havc found evidence that it is now far
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higher. And this finding certainly has important policy implications with regard

to the impact of migration on our metropolitan areas and-on the country in general.

In addition, hovever, to the significance of this finding with respect to the

character of black migration, we also raised the question earlier in this paper of

its significance for the role that migration will play in the future of the black

population.

Speaking more broadly then, I believe that as the third migration stage we have

described develops, increasing proportions of migzants base their decision to move

on a wider range of reasons than the purely economic benefits that may accrue. To

use Simon Kuznets' term, migration becomes more "consumption-oriented' Those with

the resources to engage in this type of movement are clearly the more affluent

bers'of the group, that is, those with higher educational attainment and those whose

occupational-ccenomic statue is above the average; and this I think is why -those

whom we have called "remigrants", that is, persons moving to at least a third state

of residence, are the most highly selected, have the highest educational and occupa-

tional status, of any of the migrant categories we have looked at.

Obviously, a great deal more work has to be done before we can feel confident

that this model describes reality -; but it helps to explain a number of anomalies

in migration data for the United ;,rates. And if it proves to be realistic, it means,

to return to our focus on the black pcpulation, that in the future, the decision to

move and the choice of dectination will be less dictated by economic circumstances

and will reflect a much greater r'anie of Considerations with regard to the relative

desirability of areas as places in which to live.
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APPENDIX TABLE

BLACK POPULATION OF TEE UNITED STATES, DY REGION AND URBAN-RURAL RESIDENCE,
AND-ESTIMATED NET INTERCENSAL MIGRATION BY REGION, 1900-1970

(In thousands)

Census date
United

- Northeast North Central South
. . ____-_-----

1

_ States __. __

Total black population

_ 2_,____

1900 b.3 3 4 , 385 4.96 7923
1910_ -9.6 2 6 4 5 4 5 4 4 _8.74.9

1920 1 ^ 4 6 1 679 7 9 3 e91..
1930 1 1E 9 1 .3.. 1 4 7 12 6-2 9.36.2

... 19401_ 1 2.8.6_6 1.3 7 C 1420 9.9 0 5-_.
._, 1950 _ 1,5. t.,' 4 2_ 2.0 18_ .2.2 2 8 , 1.',.'.2 2

West

1950
2

1960 .

. 1970

15.0 -45,-7 9 O 9 2.2 2 6 1C.2 ;
1 .'r,. f. 7 2 ._3=0 6 46 1.1;3 12 .

2.5 60 4,34 4, __4.5 7 z 7.0 9 5 -
Urban black population

51
-79_9
1

1900 2._32. (":'73 C

1910
(2,6

&5_
1920 3.5 6 1.

1930 5:1 9 .4 .

1940, 62,5-4.
1950' .......8.95 9

1950
2 §739 4

1960 _1-3.8 C 8
1970 _.1a:i0.

-1900
1910
1920
1930
1940
1QSA -

1950e.
1060
1970

2 9 6 3 1 5
1.3 65......._

. . _

3 514 .r.3 9 .1.6 5 4 _ _ ..._.. . 4°-____
.
5 9C, 6 6 1 _2.2 4 9_.1 6 C

.

1 0 2
.

1 1. 1 0 8 . 2.96,7 . '.. -.. 99_ ..__ _
1.2.1 4, 1.2 (1 3.6 1,6.. .-. ______ .1. 4 1.-,...-.__

.1. 5 2
.

- 0 4 0 ,A,6,1 4. ..4 5,3

-1:5 -9-6 2.6.92.090 : %.`S 9-f-1--- 31:.- ____
--:2.8.:,- 6 T3.2.; 9 7. .:- EL 6 C Er." ,,..j,0 C 6 .,

4.215 4:4 4 7 iii."064: 1. 4z.,
Rural black population

1.._. 7 .ti 4 5
.... 6:654 90 177

6.V9-5- 1 1 1,_:_...
t:-558

& SC 2 . 69
149.

:: 6- , i.5%132
6.697 12 -6 15 4 - &:..1 9, 5. L --,6.6 1 2. 1 3 6' 159 .-L- 64§9,-1-----

4 .;c--,./- :71 ;. I.l' I: Z"

5 71 3 9 5. .s 3 5
1,4 9 ,... , Os_ 4_,..7.7....: cc'------1 2 5 3.9 C 6 : 5 '''

1900-1910
1910-1920

1920-1930
1530-1940n

1940-1950)

f,LC 6 G 132
42 1 3. _129

Estimated net intercensal migration-- Total black population

-i3 , 1 1 1 6 -... ,.." -.,1 9 7 g Cr
_ -- 3 212 2 1:- 0 .. 5225 30

4 6_9 4 2 7 8 7 ._'_7 4 1. -__ . ... ...,..
., . .

- 4 4. a 4 _- 6 2 5 : ..1.4 6 8 t---- 3 5 5:: ;------.
_ . . . . . _
,___1940-19504 - 1-8;

.
.46_3 6 1 if ...15 9 9 i J 39,_

i

__.1950-1960 1.3 1 4 96
____1960-1970 r ...61,Z,

Notcs Urban-rural data for 1900-19501 refer to "old" urban definition, for 1950
2
-1970

to "new" urban definition. See U.S.'Bureau of the'Census, Census of Populatier.: 195
Bulletin P-C1, U.S. Summary, p, yiiif., for discussion of differences.

Net intercensal migration fol. 1900-19503 derived by Census Survival Ratio method,
for 19504-1970 by Vital-Statistics method. See sources for further,discussibb.

Sources: 1900-19501: E S Lee et al., Population Redistribution and Economic Growth, Vol. I,
Methodological Considerations and Reference Tables Tables P-4A, P-4B, P-4C;

19502: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1950, Special Report P-E,
No. 3B, Table 2;

1960, 1970 from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970, General
Population Characteristics, Final Report PC(1)-B1, United States,,Table 55.

1900-1910 to 1940-19503: H. T. Eldridge and D. S. Thomas, Population Redistribution
and Economic Growth, Vol. III, Demographic Analyses and Interrelations Table A1.207

1940-19504 to 1960-1970: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports,
Population Estimates and Prolations, Series P-25, No. 460 (June 7, 1971), Table 7.
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ensus date

2
........1960_
___:.-:070 ,

APPENDIX TABLE II

BLACK POPULATION IN METROPOLITAN AREAS, BY REGION, 1900-1970
(In thousands)

United North I i

_. _Total Northeast North Central__ _South West__

.

'-

_

- .- - - -__ .2.3 5 2
2.6 4' 0
3 5 4 7
4 9 o 1

; 5 6i4 t.-. A . .

_.-:,- "33 6 C
1 21 9 6

- --- -
1 2.7 1C'

. -
1,771

....,,

:

'
.

:---

____,.. metropolitan areas
- - .-. - - -. - . .. .4. ....... . 0
- c-. 6 -) . ! n.a. t.

7 4 ' n.a. ,._. ... ..
1.2 0 3 : n.a.
200E-, ' n a
2.4_7 4_."... ', .....n..4_. ...
3.8 8 6 n.a.

0 --:(-; 10 n.a. .

- n.a. n,a..
_6-.4..4 c, -1-.:1_47,_ -

_._ .,......_ r - - ---
, _-..-

. ... 0 ... . ...- ..........., ..-0 . .. ,.. - ..... -. 7.. MO O... . a ....- -. M.. ... a .

n.a. .. 1"? 5 G .2 i)
n.a. .2,0 3 8. 37,
n.a. % 7- 0 1 5 4
n a ' -7 03 I 0 0

. nn::: ..___L.....1.2. 1,91'...:. . .. ...1 4.7. ,
; .1 c. rs3 5

n a 5186 - ' .1.U{-2.'`.
: _ _ _ .._

._n.a......._,z.._____n.a.- -----.
rk.a...

4.2 g:i j......._.6.7_1.4._, _ t6 .1.7.... _
I.

. . _... _.
;Percent of regional .black. population in, all inetropblitan_ areas in_ ge on

_ ..{ . 7..7-

,7

7. .
n.a. 6 6.7

_ - 1900 _ _
2 6 6 6 6 1 ma. ! 2 2.1 i _

_ _1910 _ --.,. -2_8.7_ . 7 2,5. _ na-:.....- _ . ,..P?.a. ......"..____, 2 3.:1_ _f___ _ 2 2.5 .

-_-',..1.920 _. ',.,____ ,...3;;;e9 8 1,7 _. n.a.. __,-, _n..a.____; 2 5Z____:,.. 6 ,4.

_._ 1930 _ 4 2,G_ 87,1 n.a. .n.a,:" _I__ ?_`.?,g,:__,!__ 8 3.3

1950 55.G 9 1.5 n.a.. _.*_ __n.a.'....,..L___3_8,,Z_________21.1-.... -45.4 _8_8,7 ri..a.... : __p.a. ,_,,j__ __32,5_,_',,______ ,C
__..1940. ,:,.,

.-:A. .r. p n n
.* ir g CI: 1

if ..,Via . ,

1960 ._ .. - _ . d -.l.. , ,,, _ - ,;P.a. __ _,_ ..T,I.a. _n,a. n.a. n.a.
.... .1970 .- .. _7 fl.:;..i : . . . .. _ .2.4.7. _ . ..- 9.5.5_, .....-. 9.3.9. . _ ___%. C?1.-1.___ _ _ % -44 _ .

, c
.
- Percent of regionafblick Population in metropolitan areas with 106,000 or

-___. . - . .more black population in 1970.- ,

. , g ,
1900 1 4,1 ..4 8,2 _/- r -

-1..) 1 c 1 I v.,_ 2 C.0

-1910 1 5-..',`, . 5_4.9 .
..

; __ 6 8 G 4 2 6 i 1 1.1 3 1,4
_ . _

.

1920 2 C44 6 4,7 7 4.2 - 5 6.5 : 1 2.9 3 6,7... .._ ..
1930 2 7.3 7 2,1 1 5.4 . 5 147

....... ,
7 8.6 6 6.C; :

;
. . ,

1940 3 C.31 7'4 8 1.1 , 6 8 6 1 7 ' 5 5 6
. .

8 2.6 ! '''. '3.3 .1 2 146 1
..1_

1950 -;, .3_9 1 7 7 7
1960 4 6.4 7 7.6 6 C.7 . 7 4 & ; 2-6~O 6 4,8 -

f i.. .. ..t............ i.-.---4.--6; !,...:_..6.
1960 i 4 7.3 - 7 7.7

8 03_ _

.
1970 . 5 i 4 7 8 0 ; 3 3 5 . 6 1 5

,. l'-Notes: . 1900-1960 data refer _ .
to areas as defined in 1960. 06'0 data reker to areas

as defined in 1970. ._,_. ___._. . :.
- i .

~ ~~/
,

Sources:
.

I

,1900:1960
1

: same as Appendix Table )it----_-_

196(4: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1973.
(94th-edition). Washington, D.C., 1973, p. 17.

.

1970: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population:1970 General Pc/alai:12n
Characteristics, Final Reports PC(1)-B, Table 17 for each state.
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APPENDIX TABLE III

BLACK POPULATION It: 34 MTROPOUTAN AP.EAS WITH 100,000 OR MORE BLACKS IN 1970, 1900-1970
(In thousands)

Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area i L900 1910 1920 I-

Total 3-4-a7iai--- i 1.f ii:-A1 1:5_5 444-- ti 4-; 1-7.. __ .._.___. A ?-_ 1..:3.

6- Nortlicastern areas ; 2 f. 1--A-1---331 i-I--- 570 4 al
New York j 1 3 ! TC--7- T -I ri
riila4t1pflia__71-_-1 -072-"'"'" 1 3 C- --7-flEi ;

1930 .1940 1950 I 1960

_2.7_T__X
3 67I_515 ,1_ 6ZC
2_9.9__l_

.
(!7_ 161_

_5...4 21_

Newark __1_8 2 5 3 9 1

Pittsburgh 4 4-
Boston. I L
Biffalo

10 North Central areas 1 74 23 2 x
Chicago_ 3 4 4 9
Detroit

-4-4- 8 1.::C75'

i 255_ 1._., 43 f.5 _1 r7 , 9
4 9_ 1 6 3 I 1 ?..1St. Louis -- - §-- t ----36 7 7 C IClev.,lind o 1 _,_ -2 -2 -

Cincinnati _TT:
88._ 15) __,___?_5_7_ __2.5..9 . L......,.,i-? ___- 1-: -Tr_ g___-----_?.-Eci-x-A -_-__1., 1_1_ q:_r_i_j_i____iii:78:..... iij.s7-....:j.....:±ti:e..;_:Kaasas City - _ ° ,-- ----'--------t- - 1 -°

I 1 :II',Indianapol is___ - 3C i ---.5 - _5 2_ .I _6_5 1 4 0_ I _,.....1.C-:1. ._-_,,......t_1 b 4 .3
Gary
Ililyankee___
Columbus_ _ ____

7 I 2 4 1 _2_7_ 2_ 1_1. 7

_36 [
1 1 2_ . ?2 t 63 6_3 L

' 16, Southern 1 7 4 1 1 44 A 1. 1 3 *1 1 4 42*1 4716*1 221e x 3,036x 321AA- 3A6.5,..:
Washington. D...C,_ _ - _11: 1.......____1 2-2 -...... 14 1 _.1._ - 1 fi 7___1_ 2 _2 .9__ __ 3..3_E.,_ 1. 4_8.7_... __?: 9.5_ _ _7. C!-4
Balt illel:C J 1.,..... 4... I -1 7 _5-36 _,_ _1'7 /1__1 9--0_ 271_1 _379._ __3 E: C_I__ 4'19,e".
noston,_ ___2 0_ _31 4 3 i ?.....; __i___. i Till J _T4-911.1 2 4T ____.277_1_ 3..E., .2.
New Orleans 1 E. 6 9 i7_1 1 6 1 32 1 'i 5 § - 2 0 0 -I 2;3-7 z28___,_:3 --.:_?._- _ --- 1--. ---- - . I, 1- , ,-

;; ? ' I) I 1 e t . , :-, ".... . , r? : - , . . 5 ; . ...'

Mempkis_______1____2:5::__I_____IL 1 '9 9___I___ 1 27 ...1 155,___J. 1 b G_ j____ 1 2 2_ 2,5.5, i 2-- g9-'r.----t-- -Dallas; ____)__ 23 d____:_3 j____ 5 C i_ C71....... j t*. 1 f-dt: I -1 3 I 1 6 6 '..r. 2 4 ;?,

Birmingham____ 3 7-- 1 911 1 f 3 .6 1. 166 ; -11' e, -! ---2-0-81- 2 2 0 231 1-2 7
Mir_ani 1_ _-__..__ii_ '4 .1_ 1 3 .1_ _____.3 0_, 5-0 i f.0 1 3_7 1 3 / i 1 9 0

Richmond i 5 3 6- 1 . 1 . 1 .4 r- 8 o 7 4 -I 1 -..1'C

i 6 5 711 j -9-6- I e 5- _1_ 8 7 -1.----T- 2- 713 7:7- -7'5 t -I-76 E:- ---.,.. ..--. ..
----... _Norfolk

Greensboro i___ _: :I _j_ 13 1 7 i "f..?__L_.: -=. I 37 1
51 10,3 1 1 c

Jacksonville :.."2 '317 A.'&' r. ,, 68 - 8:2- 106 106 1 1 B
Mobile 1 - , 8 315 4% 42 5 2 X78 1 -61 1 i 1 1 13
Tampa 11 211 2 1 40 4,8 57 8.9 , 8 9 1 C9

48 54 5e ; 66 E3 33 'ICILouisville 49 5i o

6k 16 *'2 Western areas
Los Angeles
San Francisco

(a)
Data for Boston in 1960(2) and 19,0 refer to four counties, Essex, Middlesex, Norfolk, and Suffolk,
rather than to the official SMSAIdefinition.

- Individual figures may not add to totals because of rounding. -

Source: 1900 - 1960(1) from U.S, Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1960. Selected Area Reports.
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Final Report PC(3)-1D. U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C. , 1963; Table 1; all data refer to StISAs as defined in 1960.

-,
3ri

4c
9*

19
6 .1

6 2 x
,47
'15

95*
7'5
20

3 6
2 1 9
1 4 7

704x 688*, 1.0939,
4 6 5 : 4-6`2 i 7 6 3
239 2 2 6 330

1960(2) from ibid. , Generll Population Characteristics. Final Report PC(1) - Series B, Table 28
for each state; Ireas as defined in 1970, except .Boston (see note (a)). N..

1970 from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census or Population: 1970. General Population Character-
istics. Final Report PC(1) B 1, United States, Table 67, except Boston (see note (a)) .
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APP1:1017. TABLE iV

PERCENT O! 1.:-mtc,...NI, ,0 32 Mi.TROPOLIIAN AREAS LI"ING IN MOTIIER METWPOLITAN AREA 5 YEARS
PRIOR TO CLNSV:., A':11 i".K.::Lr or 011-MIGRANTS IN PREVIOPS 5 YEARS LIVING IN ANOI1IER

MET'WOLITA:: AREA A,T-ttzius DATE, itY :.GE AT CENSUS DATE
BLACKS AND OThER (LZCEPT WHITES) 1960 AND BLACKS, 19700)_ _____ ---- ail--Stand ird :;:( troo 1 it.:o; perc, it, r I.:rants from othqr iretrorol i tan areas , Percent out-migrants toStatistical Area PerNoni aoed : Persons aged Persons aged (- other metropolitan areas

L 5 and ()ye: ..." 20-24 I 2545 i .Personsaze_d_5_atxd_o_ver._
1 1960 I 1970__I 1960 ---i- 1970 . 1960 1 1970-

- ..-
1960 :;1970_

LA
.- ---

-
32- areas vi.,+-D) 1 . '

..-C?:§--11----%-Y/- .-1.7_.-.:_.-8-9-... I- -T--1:5 --CI:CY"- i 3. i
_

I 1 :
_ _ _. __

fiN
6 Northeastern areasv". .., .-3.`..- ! 6 4-.4- 4 -17 1 `, C ' I 5 5 C 1 7--1;_ _ _ , ,, !.._ t.--New York __ - h 1 Itto.4 I .3 '.5 :- 4 F.j. ! . 1...2C .:.'. '5-5-9. . -- ,

iPhi I adelph ia ! ..- .77 : _i, 7.6 45.6 !_ C C.4 .; 555_ 1 ; C. 6;3
. 37.7 ; a 4.1 , f.;; 6 35Newixl. 1 1: b.(' 5 :.:,,9

Pittsburgh
B.,.-t n
Buffalo, 4 r <

10 North Central areas, 5: C7 ; 1.: - 1.1 I 5 1.8 1 _ 5_4 -7._ L _.0 0_
chit:=Jgq ,: _ _ L____.:1_4.,- L ", )..i..._,,_)..-5-_(.._ _1_ ....f_.1:5 ! _ (- 9.3 1 __5. .?,-3. _),_.f,- 1 ij .7 4 6.8 i _5_7.4 j f, 22_.! _ _ _ -St .. Louis_ 4 1_.1 1 :, .....3 -., 3 4 .b 1 _.41.3 ,,,.; 4 9. z : 6 2.0_

.4
L j_ 'Ct. 1 7 3.8

-

Cleveland
Cincinnati_

Kansas City_
Indianapoli
Gary.

Mi lwaeltec;'

Col.A.pbus

i 5 b.,,; 7 4 2-.9 4 I c.", 7.P 1. 72 E
4 i. t ;7 4.4 4 ( t 5_0 5 !":: 5 Z..t3

t 1.3 I 5 7.4 _6

I 6:7 J. 3I..7 . - 6 ?5-
4.5 I 7 -b__

I I

- _
t

c.i
wasningtori
Bni t 'more

Ito-ye t On
New

Atl.enta__
1-lempb is
Dallas_
Birminglic

Norfolk
chmond

Jacksoavi Ile Eta.
Tampa
Louisvi

. ... . , .
6 9,t 7;5-3

---6 1 3---- -f.: 2.4
7 2.7 .e. 4.7

6 8,5 7 1-5

'-6- §:i.-- 1r--.Z
6 o...-___ ,,_,____ 7 0-t.

75.7 _2-_. 7- '.3.
7:-i-C ---6 E.,...-,

7 0.5 P C.2
--72-71 -I-" 6 3.7

.....67?3:66..: - ._--,r.. i77.737:527.

7 2.1 9.8_ -
6 1v8.____ 8 11_

t..1 _I 5 .1 4 '6.6
'1.4 I- 5 4. I

I_
3.9.4 v 5 6.0_

; I I .

C4_1 ? 3 5.8 5 :7.0
4 2.9 3,3

e,

.

2 Western areas
Los Angeles
San Francisco

(b)

7.8
3 2.0
4 2:.,

7
7 1C
6

'
7.7

5 1.5

7 7.4

77.2
_7 7.5

11- 7.0 o.5 J 2.1",
2.3

2 2.5 :4 5'3
3v= 43-6 36.6

3 6.9

61.6 69
62.7 6C.4
6 16 7 C.1

7 1.7
7 1.4
7 20

5 3.4
4 2.0

8 C.3
7 9.0

1.6

CSCi777.

7 1
6_7.8
7 5.4

5 8.?
5 6.5
5 1.0
6 2.6

7 6.6
7 7.7
7 5.L

;7.

'7 ifs-
6 7,
68.2%

8 4
8 4.1

3.9

Notes: data for. 1960 1%.5,ei to ark_as as ddined in 1960, for 1970 as defined in 1.970. In most areas there
Pas citlik.r-Tho EL..1:1*,:. in definition Or the effect of the change on the black population was minimal.
Cornparisua e 1960E and 19602 columns in Appendix. Table III shows effect of change on total black
population.

(a)
The change in cov_rabc may. affect comparisons
are a very minor proportion of ,total.

S-shIsz ave-1-0.A.
Sources: same as Table 6.
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for the two Western areas; in all other areas "others"


